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. TRIUMPH OF JUST.CE.

Sy

The decislon of Judge
Géar., In the habeas

Geogge D,

corpus

ol Hawallan juries during the tronsi-
Iﬂﬂl period nt |ast sots Fawall right In
e relation to the Act of Congress by

. Which thexe Islands were made a part
of the United Staten,  Judge CGear's
declslofl 15 not a sarprise,  since It
would bave been necessary for him to
have performed some high and lol'y
tumbling had he reached any other
luston, The spirit and intent of

Newlands Resolution I8 pliin and | aexation of these Isiands to the United

to now vreach any other declslon

than that rendered would be nothing |

maore or less than an attempt to overs
rule the Supreme Court of the United

effort of Attorney Genoral Dole
to gecure wn appeal would indicate that
our biased Attorney General belleves
that the Supreme Court of Hawall is

_, eapable of trying to npset the higheat |

eourt of the land. This local Supreme

_ Qourt has shown (tself willing to ren:
der most unything In the way of an
¢ épinlon but the Bulletin 1s disposed to
belleve that the “blased”  Attornes
° Genersl In his onthusiasm really casi
8B finnecessary reflection on the conrt
ded over by Chlef Justioe Frear.

At Inst justice has been reglatered
and although It comes three yoars lats,
the “trapsition” perlod” remains omnly
& relie of foolish expediency. an exhi-
bitlon of Judges taking npon themne
selves leglslative nuthority for no other
reason than thelr supposed foar of pe-
sults should thed ntirpret law aee
eording to ita plain meaning, 1 s
probable thut the officiul muouhplove;
will tell us of the Jall delivery ot will
pow take place but b Is better that

wvery eriminal should be ot ot Hbwerty
than one citizen be fme s ned aninw-
fully. Thyougheut the <L ode taneltion
pertod the rights o0 (he AU wWere
made subservient | W ouetands ol
go-ealled exped oo foitlgens  werd

robbed of they Wiy unlawfully fm-
prisoned beoause It ooas expedions, No
Iams proiltying thaa wnnexatlon sell
i85 the yoourd tlled wodne tint Amerlong
principles and Americun law rile the
lapid come whst vlIL  Convenlones will
no looger télumph over law aned 1be
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| In the

e
&9_‘9_"““ srve v ve ve o TI8 |

LY 24, 1001, | United States shipplog and enstoms | case and to hold it not applieshile. 1

opees |

Brought before him to test the verdiot |

elgnty August 12, 1808 unless we are
pow asked 1o regard the declslons of
the Attorpey CGenernl as not “serious.’

Agaln, the court sayas In its opinion
Poacock case that If we had
been ceded to the United Siates by 4
troaty of peace “would the Constitution
extend o It forthwith  ex propria
vigore with the result that crime could
pot be supprosscd becausoe there was o
provislone for a grand Jury or  for
unanimons virdlet by petlt jurles and
fquestions of private right could not
e settled for the same resson that
{hare was o provislon for unanimous
verdicis, and the righte of the people
however bostile to keep and bear arme
could not be Iniringed, and trade with
other countries might be suspended
beepise there was no law extending the

lnwe to the tewly nedulied Territory
and no machinery for collection of
dutles under United Inws an.
vesuels roglstered under the laws of
the pequlred tersitory would be with-
out a flag. a0 tha 1 W word, therse
wonld be anarchy ¢ of ordes?”
ue goe oow this rersoning
Ras bten nppeid Ly tue anthorities o
the Unite In the first plage

2tutes

mNow fot

Shle

|lens than o month after the declslon in

the Peacook case the Hawallan  8Su-

preme Court
Frear, who also wrote the desdsion in
the Peacock case,
wirogitted immediately

wpon the an-

Staten,” apd the court sald, “The Ha-

wallan veglstration laws are o part of

the muntcipal legislation of these Ial-
ands which was to remain in foree tem-
porarily by the terms of the Joiat
Hesolution of conexation.

On September 12, 1886, this declsion

wis reviewed by Hon, John W. Griggs

(22 Opinfons of Attorney General, p.
4579, 581y who sald, “the joint resolu-

| tlon of Congress for the annexation of
| the Hawalian

Islands  pry
“the municipal legislation of the Isl-
ands *. * * not Inconsistent
mige,"” and then sald. “With due pes
this joint resolution * * *
United States shall otFerwise deter-
remaln In force until Congreca of the
spect to the judgments of the Supreme
Court of Hawall, 1 am upable (o admmit
that a Hawalian registry can oow be

|be flown Ly her

lof the resolutlon of

Issued to a vesse]l and the flag of Hae
wall, “the tsuhl token of reglstration,
‘amd "By the very
resolution munleipal

langunge of th

leglslatlon Inconsistent with the reso.
lutlop soull not remaln in force, and |
upen thewe views | am constralned 0

hold that the rogisteation lnws of Hae
wall have been abrogated as a geces

| Bury consequence of annesaslon.”

What did the Supreme Court of Hae
wall say In regard to this Just provision
anuexation? ln
the deciglon followlng the Peacock
case, Republic v, Edwards, 12 Haw,
W they sald, In construing the pro-
vigloo thot “The municlpal leglsintion
of the Hawalian Islands, pol enacted

| for the fulfillment of the treation 50 gXe
| tinguished and wpot incopslsient with
| this jolnt resclution npor contrary 1o

rights of the citizen under the vonstl- | the Constitution of the United States,

Jess gratifrling than annexation Iself
‘Autton will be malntalned,

DIPRIVED OF LIBERTY

(Continued from page 1.)

12 Law, 27. Republic v, Edwards, Id,
B6," This Wwing the question s as to
the reasoning In the Peacock case, ls
the reasoning good? Let us reler to
some of the reasoning. The court says
on page 34 of the Peacock case: “The
Jolnt Resolution annexing these Isle
ands to the United Stutes, regarded as
an Act of Congress, would in accords
ance with the general rule applicable
to acts of Congress, no other date be-
Ing named take effect upon its ape
proval by the President. July 7, 1888,
Indeed, it purports to take effect at
.omee. It is in the present temse, The
Islands are “hereby nnnexed.” And
yet no one would serlously contend
that annexation took place bhefore the
~transfor of sovercignty, August 13,
1888, and then on page 36, “It Is there-
fore conceded that the Constitution did
not take effoct here until at least a
month apd five days after the Joint
was In tho present tense
and although by its terms no further
act such ns o formaol transfer of pos-
sesalon oOr soverelgnty” was required
to “complete annexation.”  Despite,
bowever, the fact that the Hawallan
Supreme Court sald that "no one would
gerjously contend that annexation took
place before the transfer of sovereign-
ty, August 12, 1888 the Attorney Gen-
eral the United States, Hon. John
Ww. G did, within o little less than
four months after the Chlef Justice
hynded down the decision In the Peas
cock ense, decide that “the Hawallap
Hepublic, as o separate and soverclgn
power, d to exist when the reso-
lution of annexation took effeck’ und
that “The resolution of annexation
took effect as of the date of its ap-
proval, to wit July 7, 1898, with re-
to public lands, and not August
12, 1898 the date on which the cere-
monles took place formullydtr&ult::"-
possession.” Opinlons e At~
:g-:oy General, Vol. 23, pp. 674, 628,
This was decided by him in Beptember,
1860 and November 21 1809, he rep-
dored a secoud opinlon when Mr, A, 8,
Hartwell went to Washington and ask-
od reconsideration of his first declslon
on behalf of President Dole, and re-
asserted hig first opinlon in the later
one. Kpowing undoubtedly of the de«
elslon of the Peacock case and that his
first decislon was contrary to the doce
telne therein enunciated, the learned
“sttorney General [n his second opinlon
“Opinjons of the Attorney General.
‘ol, 22, p. 831) says: I cannot but
pink that the Representative of the
{wwnllug Government has falled o
ppreciate the fact that the Hawailan
epublic a8 & separate and Bovereign
wr censed to exist when the resos

2f anpexation Look effect.”

al Attorney General.
it will be readily seen that
o ot lenst who “‘would
# that annexation took
@ tranafer of sover-

INONSTTUTIONALLY

nor to any existing treaty of the United
States shall remaln in force,” ete, that
It wus ouly by Inference that they could
bold that laws inconsistent with the
resolution or contrary to the Constitus
tion or to any existing treaty, wage
abrogated, and that to hold thag the
sentopce made such on Inference was (o
hold that it was jutended to be, oot
as It purports, an afrmative dgelaras
tion of what should continusy put ag
indirect repeal of what was ngt des
clared to contiopue. On general prip-
clples such a construction should not
be favored,” The reasoning of the
court was that the “inference ls one of
repeal and thut repeals by lnpllcation
are pot favored.” But the rule as stag-
ed does not apply here tor Congregs If
It di) anything abroghted and anwule
led such legislation and dld not "ree
peal” it. A statute c¢an  be repealnd
only by the power which passed It, and
Coubgress In acting upon our laws did
not repeal any of them but It did
abrogate and annul many of them,

regurdiess of this Questlon the judg-
ment of the local Supreme Court that
laws inconsistent “with thes Joot
Resolution’ and “contrary to the Con-
stitution of the United States” and
“any existing treaty” remain in force
regardless of the provislon of the reso-
lution, and that these provisions were
“Intended to be merely decluratory and

forece or effect to abrogate Inconsistent
o1 contrary luws In expressly and em-

all due respect to the Jndgments of the
Supreme Court in Hawall,” by “the
very lapgunge of the resolution muols

(22 Opinlons of the Attoruey Geueral,
p. G80, 581).
And here It should he noted that the

the same speaking of “legislation In-

“not contrary to the Constitution” and
that It must follow that by “the very
langunge of the resolution” laws “cons
trary to the Constitution” were abro-
gated,

The reasoning of the Peacock case
and other cages in which Chief Justice
Frear wrote the opinion of the court is
based prineipally upan whit the court
calls a “transition period” and It is
this “transition period” theory ypon
which the later decision in the Mar-
shall case s based, That Is that there
was a perlod during which we wege In
a wiate of transitlon from a forelign
country (with reference to the United
Btates) to & country which became a
part of the United States.

This theory this Court. does not
think sound, and belleves that not only
the authorities but the reasoning as
sot forth in the case of ex-parte Bd-
wards, 13 Haw, p. 42, states the law as
it is, wnd that the conclusion therein
arvived at that the “Hawallan Islands
were @ part of the Unlted States on
the 1oth day of August, A. L. 1805
that the Fifth and Sixth Amendments
to (he Consttution of the United
Btates were in foree here at that time.

Tranalilon Period Buricd

The “transition period” theory has,
wowever, been put to rest in “innocu-
us desuetude” by the Supreme Court
of the United States in the “lnsulas
capes,” and all guestion as to the Pea-
cook case and cases declded upon the

in an opinfon by Judge )

held por sylinbus,
“The reglstry laws of Hawall were not

provides that
with

shail

pot remedial” and therefore are of no

phatienlly repudiated by Attorney Gens
eral Origgs where he says that "'with

clpal leglslation Inconsistent with the
resolution shall not remaln in foree,'

“yery language of the resolution” is

consistent” therewlth as It s of lawa

u forclign conntry,

rensoning thereln being anthority now
in these lslands hns been foreclosed
by that court, the declsions of which
are the supreme law of the land, bind-
ing as well upon the Supreme Court
of this Territory as upon this Cone

wards casen ware declded by the Bu
preme Court of the Repubitie of Hawgil
ipon the theory that the case of Fldh.
ing v, Page, ? Haw,, U, 8 603, in e
winton by Chlef Justioe Taney held
that duties dld not acertie to the Uni-
il States in her newld acquired Terri
torles until provision was made by Act
of Congroes for thvir collection and Lur
colloction districta, and  the  furthor
heory that the sabeequent case of
Lross V. Harrison, 16 How, U, S 104,
Al not modify or overrule the case o
Fleming ¢. Pege. In focl, our Supireme
Conrt gonght to distinguish the later

other words, our Supreme Court relie)
upon the anthority of Fleming v. Page
and repudiated the case of Cross v
Harrison as mere dictum,.  The 8a
preme Court of the Unlted Bintes,
however, In Dé Lima v. Bidwell, In the
opisdon of the Court (21 Suprome
Conrt Reporter, pages T47-754) have
teld the reverse to be true and have
dechded that the case of Floming v,
Page on the point  In  gquestion wos
mere dictum and war “practieally ov
erruled In Cross v. Harrlson™ (d. p.
52y, 1 the case relled upon by our
Supreme Court (Fleming v. Page) was
Fpractioally overruled in Cross v. Har-
rison.” and our Bupreme Court refused
to follow Cross v, Harrison, of what
value now ig the “reasoning” or the
concluslon of our Supreme Court In
the Peacock case and the first Edwards
cakes? The statement of the cage con-
taing the answer, for It follows as doos
nlght the day that the Supreme Court
of the Republic of Hawall has beon
overruled In (s reasoning and conclo-
sion based upon the authority of a
Lease which has been overraled by tae
Supreme Court of the United States

In fact, the learned Attorney Gen
eral seems to concede by his argum it
and in et expressly conceded to this
Court, In answer (o a Question by the
Court, thyt this Court should not p.y
any attemtion o the Peacock case
The Supreme Court of the United
States Court say, in the opinlon of the
court In De Lima v. Bldwell (14, p.
TAN), In speaking of the case of Cross
V. Harrigon, supra, that “after the ratl.
fieation 6f the tresty. California be-
came part of the United States” and
“Bocame  Instantly bound and privi
leged” by the tarifl lnws of the United
States, The court further sald that
“To the objection that no collection
districts had boen establivhed In Calic
fornia and in apparent dissent from
the views of the Chief Justice in Flom-
Ing v. Page. e pdded op. 1 L. ed
B0y, It woer urged that onr tevenoe
laws covered only o much of the Tor
ritory of the United States an had
been divided into colloction districis
and that out of them no anthority hat
wen given to prevent the Innding of

them, though such Innding had becn
muaide within the torritorial Hmlis of
the United Btates. To this it may be
snceesslully replied that collection dis
tricts and ports of ¢ntry are no moie
than designated locnlities within ana
nt which Congress had extended a b
orty of commeree i the United States
und that so much of Ite tervitory Ge
was not within tany collection district
must be consldercd as having been
withheld from that Hberty.,” The court
[urther says that the court in Cross v,
Harrlson “seemed to take an entirely
different view of the (acts connected
with the admission of those Territories
from what had been taken In Fleming
v. Page.” and that “The doctrine that
a port eeded to and occupled by us
dous not lose Its furelgn charneter un
til Congress has actod and a collector
I# appolnted was distinetly repudinted
with the apparent acquiescence of
Chlef Justice Taney, who wrote the
opinion in Fleming v. Page and still re-
mained  the Cllef  Justice of the
Court.” The Court then states that
“the practice and rullngs of the Ex-
ecutlve Department with respect to
the status of newly acquired Terrl
torles prior to such status being set-
tled by acts of Congress, Is. with a
slngle exception, strictly in Hne with
the decision of this court in Cross v.
Harrison, 16 How. 164" and then goes
fully into the rolingn as to Loulsiana,
Florida, Texas, Californla and Alaska.
The court then staces:

“From this resume of the decislons
of this court. the lostructions of the
Executive Departments. and the above
acts of Congress, It Is wevident that
from 1803, the date of Mr. Gallatin's
letter, to the present time. there |s not
a shred of authority except the dictum
in Fleming v. Page (practically over
riuled in Cross v. Harrison) for holding
that a district ceded 1o and In posses-
slon of the Joilted States remaing for
any purposes o forelgn country. Both
these conditions must exist Lo produce
a change of nationality for revenue
purpoges.”  The court then  states:
"But were this presented as an orig-
inal guestion we should be impellod
Irvesistibly to the same conclusion,”
(Id, p. 762)

The court then procoeds to state
that “by tue ratification of the treaty
of Paris the Island became territory of
the United States,” stating also that
“# country coases to be foregn the
Ingtant It becomes domest]e,”

forelgn with respect to the tariff laws
until Congress has acted by embracing
It within the customs union presup-
pokes that a country may be domestic
for one purpose anw forelgn for anoth.
er, It may undoubtedly become neces
gury. for the adequate administration
of u domestie Tervitory. to pass a spo-
clal act providing the proper machin
ory and ofMcers. as the Presldent
would have no authority, except under
the war power, to administer it him
self: but no act s nolessary to make
it & domestie Territory If onee it has
been ceded to the United States.”
The theory that & country may ra
maln forelgn with respect to the tariff
laws and domestic for other purposes,
the court says, presupposes that “ey:
erything may be done which a Govern-
ment can do jn-He own boundaries,
and yet that the Territory may still re
main u foreign country. That this
state.of things may continue for years,
for a century even, but that untll Con-
gress enacts otherwise It still remaing
To hold that this
can be done ns o matter of law we
deem to he pure judielnl legislation.
We find wo warrant for it In the Con
stitution or In the powers conferred
upon this court, It Is troe the non-ae
thon of Congress may oceasion & tem-
porary incopvenienee, but It does not
follow that ocourts of Justice wre ay-
thorized Lo remady It by loverting the

ordinary meaning of words."”

Right here it suggests [taell to the
mind of the Court how differently have

the Supreme Court of the Republic of

Hawall reasoned. They say In con

strulng the plain meaning of the wards

!lil na proviglon for a grand jary or
e Peacock case and the first K ;\lnnnimulln verdicts, and ‘there s no
Lmachinery for the colleetio

[the instant It bevcomes domeathc,”

torelgn goods or to charge Autles vpon ‘llllil that n territory  mows

“The theory that a country remains |

that the municipal laws “not contrars
to the Constitntlon” shall remaln 1o
force; that If they hold that laws « one
trary thereto are  abroginted, orime
coudld not be suppressed, beoanse there

of unles
unider the United States lawe, A Ves-
sols registered under the laws ol the
acquired territory would be without a
flag. so that In a worl there voulid be |
anarchy In place of order.” | Pugeack
v. Repubile, supra.)  And  they fure
they “invert the ordinary tmeaning of
words” and hold that the provisioy of
the resolutlon that laws “nol couieary
to the Constitution’ means “lows cone
trary anil not contrary to the Con e
tutlon” remnln in torce, N

This Court prefers to follow the
ruling that courts of Justics nre aol ay
thorized to remedy temps.ar;” incon
venlences by ilnverting (e ordinary
meaning of words.

But no such result as that stiated by
the Bupreme Court and by the Attor
ney General would follow,

In ox parte BEdwards, 15 Haw, 45, 44,
where it was held that the defendant
was guaranteed a unanimons verdicet,
the court sald:

“Does this construction of the law
maoan. as has been earnestly contended,
that criminals should. of necessity, go
unpunisboed and that there was no pro- |
tection to life and property on the 'a.
wallan Islands betwoeen the Tth of July,
1898, the date of slening the resain-
tion, and the 14th day of June, 1900,
the dite the Organic Act went into
effect? Cortalnly not, During &1l the
poeriod there was oreanized Govern
ment here, there were offfcers and
couris, legally constituted, continued
In office and existence by the order of
Prealdent MeKinley under the asuthor
iy given In the jolnt resolution,

Returning to the decision
Lima v Bldwell, we  find the court
ugnin saying t(p. 754): “We are oan-
able to acquiesee In this assumpilon
that a territory may be at the same
time both foregn and domestie.”

The vourt then concludes: “Woe ure
therelore of the oplnion that ot (he
time these dutles were levied Porto
Rico was not a foreign country within
the meaning of the tarllf laws, bui
a Territory of the United Staws. that
the duties were [legally exacted and
that the plaintifte are entitled to re-
cover them back.”

From a review of this decision it is
very apparent that there ean be np
“transition perfod,” as announced In
the opinlons of the Supreme Court of
the Republle of Hawall in the EA
wards  case;  that Instead of a
“transition period” theory by which
"temporary inconvenlence” wan sotight
to be remedied by “pure judieinl leglis-
latlon.” the Hawallan  Islands  elther
became domestie or remained forelgn,

In e

There wias no  “transition  period’
about it and no  Cinchoate annexa
tion,” A country ceasos to be forelan

it
are utible to aequelesce In (e oo sump
e at tae
same time both forelgn and domes v,'
Thon speaks the Supr s Conrt of the
United States of Amerlen. and in so
speaking rings the death koo o
“transition periods” and “inchoate un-
nexation.” Even the learind Attoraes
Guenernl now pausges and ulndes that
he has incorroctly used this phease in
consequence of what  the  Suprome
Court of the United States naco sald
and that under thelr decision there
could not be such o condlthm of pe
rlod In the status of the Hawallan s
ands, As to the contention of the At
torney Goneral that not even the first
ten amendments to the Constitution
were in force here prior to toe O ganio
Act and that perhaps sven slnvery
might exist. | can only say that vven
the Chiel Justice, who wrote the do
clsion In the Peacock and s B
wards coses. has hastened (o dony nay
part in the decislon holdiag hat e
amendment In regard to slavess was
not In force here,

The Court bhas fally consldered the
great responsibility devolving apon it
ir it should discharge from Inlson
ment men convieted of grave and hein.
ous offenses, but this Court wiil not
willingly ahirk s duty and atlow any
one to be restrained of hia lberty |
convineed that upon appilontion ts
this Court the applicant has heen de-
prived of his liberty contenry to a
right guaranteed him by the Constita-
tion then In foree, and this Court firn-
Iy and unequivoeally bellevios that at
the time petitioner was teod he was
guarantesd the right of tricl by jury
and that, in order to conviot, all twelve
of the jurors should have agres | to the
verdiot, and It afirmatively nppearing
on the record hereln that three jurors
dissented from the verdiet, the petl-
tloner Is entitled under the Constity.
tion this Court has taken its solemn
obligation to uphold, to be discharged,
and it is therefore ordered, adjudged
und decreed that the writ of habeas
corpus Issde, and the prisoner be dis
charged, GEAR, Judge,

———— .

The Manufacturers’ 8hoe Co.'s Cleay-
ance Sale I still on, and they will wait
on you even Il they are rushed. b
——

Mistress (to servant)—"Be cureful
not to spill any soup on the ‘o lles
laps,”" Biddy (new ip the service)--
"Yes, mum; where shall 1 spill it?"=-
Glasgow Times.

For Sale_;t; Sacrifice

o

1OT 50x150 planted with

fruit trees, 300 feet from

Wilder Avenue, : : :
+* %+ +

Apply to

J. M. VIVAS|

POST OFFICE LANE.

Judd & Company

Fire and Life Insurance Agents,
Stock and Bond Brokers,
Real Estate Agents,
Rents and Bills Collected,
Agents Hazlewood Cream Co.
of Portiand, Ore.
,  Agents Occidental Oll Co.
" of West Virginia,

Office, No. 307 Stangenwald Bullding.

The PACIFIC RARDWARE (0., Lid.

has Just recelved
A CARLOAD OF

picture
ouldings

Picture Frames, Brass

Curtain Rods ('(x in)
with Brackets, Pole
Ends, Hooks and Rings
Wood Curtain Poles
(from 1 to 2 in.) with tittings

A LARGE VARIETY COMPR SING
THE LATEST FINISHES, : : : :

PACIFIC HARDWARE CO0., LTD.

ART ROOMS  -t-  PORT STREET. :

_TEL. MAIN 20s.

One Style Out of Many

li
Jr ¥

fFFrr
1 [&A4
| ]

of a new line of
UP-TO-DAILE

«.FAMILY SURRIES....

Stylish, roomy and comfortable,
Standard Goods, - None Better,

SCHUMANS CARRIAGE REPOSITORY,

MERCHANT ST., BET. FORT AND ALAKEA.

—

e ——

John A.- Hasélnger |

Agent to grant Marriage Licenses and

Tel., Main 223, P. O. Box 667,

W. W. WRIGHT

Slelleotoneolle

CARRIAGE MANUFACTORY
AND RENOVATORY - - - - -

Spacions New Quarters
at the junction of
KING and SOUTH STS.

Buggies, Phaetons, Wagons and
Vehicles of all sorts made to order. : : : :

Clrr

lidids

CARRIAGE MATERIALS AND
TRIMMINGS ; » full stock always on hand

Curhg Ioplrlilllct-
"‘"'~ "iﬂih!. Etc., Etc.:::

PHONE--MAIN 252

e | ——— —

NOTARY PUBLIC
OPEN NIGHT AND DAY,

Gieneral Business Agent,

Office, Mclnerny Block nexttw C. I, Falk gove. “"“k‘.‘.?.'!?a:'..'ﬂ" -

P. O. BOX

THE AMERICA
OYSTER AND CHOP HOUSE.

Lunch and Dinner a Specialty,

‘rohitects, Contractors and Bullders.
Edward R. Swain,

ARCHITECT,
STANGENWALL WLD

(4 KER BUILDING,
SAN FRANCISCO,

V. HOFFMANN, J. F. RILEY.

Hoftman & Rlley

GENERAL CONTRACTORS

HOKOLULY

AND BUILDERS.
Estimntes Furnishel PO Box 1l
Geo. W. Page, Tel, 229
F. W, Beardslee, P. 0, Box 7%

BBARDSLEE & PAGE
Architects & Bulldera

Ofice, Rooms 2-4, Arlinglon Annex,
Honolulu, T, H,
Sketches and Correct Estimates fur-

nished on Short Notlee, 1441
SUILDING MATERIALS
OF ALL KINDS.

‘walers 1In Lumber and QOoal.
ALLEN & ROBINSON,

qu_l_n_str:et._ionalulu._ L
Fred Harrison,

£ WTRACTOR AND

SUILDER . . . ...

Jobblag promptly sttended to.

i. F. BERTELMAN’S
Carpenter Shop
+ seseisess:l® REMOVBD

To rear of old stand. Entrance on
King street.  Orders left at either shop
or office at John Nott's store, King
street, will receive prompt attention,

. 145111

=Glm and lmi_ Flm:;
SANG CHAN

| MERCHANT TAILOR

' Fine English and American Goods
| TWO STORES

63 Hotel street, und
Hotel near Nuuanu
P_O. Box yh1, TEL —wiiTh 9y

T. KAT&UNUD‘IA & Co.
A K OZAWA, Msoager.
GENERAL BUSINESS AGENCY,

-w-p Ofcn: Moo » |_u-!ms Sprechnin Bile

| CLEANING!
| Ladies’ shirts cleaned.  Clothing
cleaned, dywd and repaired.

Sufts made t5 2 dor,
Fit guarasieed. Losestp .

TIM WO

Fort 3 )
Bty -

Prices: Claaning one satt, 15¢:
Dvaing suis luln'-'. T

s il

paper

to sult evervy
taste and every
purse : :

Lewers & Cooke,

LIMITED

Prize
Shooting

GERMANIA

'SHOOTING GALLERY

HOTEL STREET.
W. H. THONE, Proprietor.

A. Harrison MIill Co.

BETIMATES PURNISHED ON ALL KINDS OF

Brick and 8tone Work

. r:hnul’g:ltlurgmnol anou. BSuhu m
mes, Blinds, Mouldings, Brackets,
All Kinds of. Wood Work, Finish Turning

te., Btc.

KAWAIAHAO ST,
Tel. White 1221 '6.“5:.“;“1“&

COTTON BROS. & CO.

ENGINEERS AND : :
GENERAL CONTRACTORS

Plans and estimates furnished for all ¢lasses of
Lontracting wotk.

ROOM jee, lQSiON.I'!‘Lt‘)’CK' + HONOLULL
e

New Map of Oahu.

Compl'ed trom Government Sutveys and Charts,
Maos of Sucar Plantatiuns, Kallwayy, and Crner
Rellable Sources. THE MAF I8 .l’::n INC S,
with artistic colerings and neat mountings, mak-
Tie bCh 7 T Mo 1 d e &L vall map
CHOF THE MAP I3 $io o, C
be obtained trom opesiven
JAS. T. TAYL

R,
P. O, Box 16 w0* Judd Huilding,
R A

Honolulu Iron Works Co

Improved and modern SUGAR MA~
CHINERY of every capacity apd dee
soription made to order, Boller work
and RIVETED PIPES for Irrigation
purposes a speclalty, Particular atter.
tion pald to JOB WORK, and repairs
\executed at shortest notice.

~




